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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1252(g), which prohibits judi-
cial review of decisions to “commence proceedings, ad-
judicate cases, or execute removal orders” in individ-
ual immigration cases, bars judicial review of a pro-
grammatic decision by the Acting Secretary of the De-
partment of Homeland Security to rescind the De-
ferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program. 
 
2. Whether the Acting Secretary’s decision to termi-
nate the DACA program based on an assessment of its 
legality is a decision “committed to agency discretion 
by law” and therefore immune from judicial review 
under the Administrative Procedure Act. 
 
3. Whether the district court abused its discretion by 
issuing a tailored preliminary injunction enjoining as-
pects of the rescission of DACA pending adjudication 
on the merits, considering (a) the likelihood that the 
rescission will be set aside as arbitrary and capricious 
under the Administrative Procedure Act; (b) the irrep-
arable harm to DACA recipients and Respondents 
should the program be rescinded; and (c) the absence 
of countervailing equities given Petitioners’ stated 
support for DACA. 
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